Introduction
It is important to recognize that emerging technological changes, especially communications media, are reciprocally engaged with changing social, economic, political, and cultural dynamics -even those that have a long history.
2 This relationship needs to be understood in order to address the myriad ways that long-standing social and economic practices in developed countries are being reoriented alongside the rise of digital and networked communication technologies. In particular, This chapter seeks to find a middle ground, arguing that existing IP law does not properly align with how human creativity increasingly occurs and fails to reflect the emerging conditions of knowledge production facilitated by digital technologies and the reassertion of relational creativity. The chapter begins by re-presenting earlier arguments on relational creativity 8 to demonstrate how knowledge production and creativity are necessarily socio-cultural processes that depend upon already existing works. Using the writing and publication processes surrounding scholarly research as an exemplar, this chapter highlights how authors and collaborators work within and beyond relationships with other researchers and existing bodies of work to generate novel insights. Next, the chapter employs feminist legal critique to demonstrate how copyright law obscures this relational creativity by privileging authorial categories based on Romantic notions of individuated creative practice. It then demonstrates how digital technologies and attendant practices are reasserting relational creativity in academic scholarship through open access movements, which complicate existing IP and academic publishing paradigms. By way of conclusion, the chapter discusses recent copyright developments in Canada, including rulings by the Supreme Court of Canada (SCC) as well as changes to Canada's Copyright Act, which seemingly recognize and validate the necessity of relational creativity in academic contexts, in particular, in the form of users' rights. In light of the such affirmation of fair dealing and user rights, especially in academic and research contexts, more open forms of knowledge production and exchange need to be viewed as complex and dialectical resources, which can be simultaneously commodified as intellectual goods, through copyright and related law, while serving to threaten proprietary publishing paradigms in that they facilitate alternative social and economic relationships -including unauthorized and illicit means of distributing and sharing knowledge-based resources. Relational Creativity and Socio-Cultural Authorship IP and copyright law depend upon authorial categories that are premised upon individuated forms of creation and creative expression.
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From such perspectives, individual creators work independently or in small groups and are necessarily entitled to gain from their creative works due to moral claims based on Lockean conceptions of just reward. 10 Furthermore, state governments grant proprietary rights to these expressions and inventions through IP law as a means to incentive such creativity: by fusing ideals of individual entitlement with utilitarian views of economic rationality and self-interest, 11 legislators seek to benefit both the author(s) and the general public through the creation and dissemination of useful knowledge. Authors are regarded as individuated, rights-bearing legal and economic subjects under this calculus and they are afforded the right of exclusivity over the expressions of their creativity. This exclusivity rests, in part, on the belief that incentives are necessary to encourage authors to produce expressions of knowledge and information, 12 thus contributing to the public good. This incentive theory is combined with a belief that such creative expression occurs independently and originally -further necessitating the granting of the right(s) to exclude others and the public from appropriating creative works. 13 However, as legal scholars Despite its seemingly universal and natural position in contemporary society, the concept of the Modern author presupposed by IP law 'is a relatively recent formation -the result of a quite radical reconceptualization of the creative process that culminated less than 200 years ago in the heroic self-presentation of Romantic poets '. 14 This shift altered the authoritative claims of literature and the production of knowledge away from imitation and relational forms of creation towards a 'valorization of originality'. 15 Moral as well as political and economic claims from -or on behalf of -the individual became rooted in liberal-Romantic conceptions of the essence of human expression. Through this Romantic lens, 'worthwhile' productivity is viewed as acts that are 'authentic' and 'original' to the individual author; acts of imitation, therefore, are disparaged as of a lesser quality, not necessarily deserving of moral worth. Copying, appropriating, or imitating are consequently regarded 'as evidence of a lesser state of human civilization and development'.
16 IP regimes based upon these premises, especially copyright, reinforce these assumptions, introducing them into industrial and economic relationships that privilege claims of 'possessive individualism' 17 over other creative processes that based on dialogue and intrapersonal communication.
The dominant liberal, Modern, Romantic conception of authorship does not necessarily reflect how creation and innovation always occur. A return to acknowledging relational forms of creativity is found in literary philosopher Roland Barthes' declaration of the 'death of the author', 18 which argues creativity remains inherently and necessarily imbued within external and social relationships that contribute to the development of ideas and creations. From this perspective, acts of creativity are not wholly original but necessitate many acts of adaptation, appropriation, and derivation of other texts that form a reserve-source of ideas and inventions that contribute directly to future innovations.
Whose Book is it Anyway?
As copyright scholar Jessica Litman describes, this includes 'a process of adapting, transforming, and recombining what is already "out there" in some other form.' 19 Creativity is, therefore, a relational activity that includes 'a combination of absorption, astigmatism, and amnesia '. 20 Yet, through enduring beliefs in possessive individualism, external relationships are obscured or forgotten in favour of ideas about creative inspiration occurring within the originator -which are then backed through the force of copyright and IP law.
The processes behind the production of scholarly literature and research demonstrate the reductionist nature of possessive individualism -a perspective that overlooks the relational activity that underscores creative endeavours. As Barthes elaborates, '[t] he text is a tissue of quotations drawn from the innumerable centres of culture […] [T]he writer can only imitate a gesture that is always anterior, never original. His (sic) only power is to mix writings, to counter the ones with the others, in such a way as never to rest on any one of them.' 21 Researchers and scientists are implicated within these external relational activities, whether knowingly or not: the production of information works in a circle. An existing horizon of knowledge […] is the raw material to which human creativity or innovation is applied. The resulting product is then passed back into this horizon of knowledge as raw material for other acts of creativity, and the circle begins again. With each cycle, something new is created, but this new product always carries a trace of the earlier innovations on which it builds. 22 Creative production, or the generation of 'new' knowledge and information, is based on recombinant processes that appropriate existing knowledge-based resources to create new informational outputs. 23 Research and science depend on these interactions: existing hypotheses and methods are appropriated and deployed to test, confirm, or challenge existing findings and ways of thought. In this sense, 'academics actively engage in knowledge construction as members of professional groups […] their discoursal decisions are socially grounded, influenced by the broad inquiry patterns and knowledge structures of their disciplines '. 24 This form of relational creativity 'insists upon the practical impossibility of independent creation and declares that all texts are necessarily reproductions of [parts of] other texts: it is in the nature of expression and cultural development that the new builds upon the old'.
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Relational creativity does not discount the individual's contribution to creativity. Instead, it works to destabilize Romantic authorial categories, foregrounding relational and constructivist positions. Feminist political and legal theory offers an instructive conception of the self that does not preclude these socially related impulses: 'relational feminism' offers a map for resolving the liberal privileging of authorship with a social constructivist position. 26 This position affords 'attention both to the individuality of human beings and to their essentially social nature ', 27 highlighting that 'autonomy itself is understood in relational terms; if we take as a starting point the intrinsic sociality of human beings '. 28 From this perspective, individual texts or academic scholarship are not necessarily the product of individuated labour and inspiration. Instead, these acts are part of broader social, cultural, economic, and political relationships that infuse an individual's understanding with external influences. While an individual's expression of creativity may be articulated as an authorial concept based in originality, the expression is always already implicated within external networks of ideas that fundamentally contribute to the development of subsequent innovations and creations. The relational perspective of creativity and authorship recognizes the duality inherent in such actions. Rather than either obscuring the individual component of authorship -the ability to appropriate various sources for new ends -or the relational aspects of creativity -the imbedded and interconnected nature of human expression -the relational perspective offers a way of articulating the necessarily entangled and interrelated aspects that contribute to creative and innovative advances. As the next section will demonstrate, however, the relational nature of creativity and scholarly research is obscured by contemporary IP law based on the liberal, Modern, Romantic ideal of an individuated 'author' working apart from external, social relationships.
Authorship, Control and Intellectual Property
Throughout history, emerging communications, media, and transportation technologies have had the tendency to disrupt the social, cultural, and political relations and hierarchies of the societies to which they are introduced. Since Ancient Greek times, the ability of emerging technologies to facilitate changes in social relationships has been a point of discussion: for example, Plato depicts Socrates viewing the advent of writing as a potentially destabilizing influence with the potential to undermine the capacities of memory and learning. 29 Similarly, subsequent technological developments, including the printing press and electronic broadcasting, in the forms of radio and television, gave rise to optimism and concern over the impact of media devices.
30 From this perspective, the ongoing maturation of the Internet and associated digitally networked technologies contribute to shifting social, cultural, political, and economic dynamics. 31 The potential for technologically facilitated disruption has caused existing hierarchies of power to find ways to mitigate these changes to maintain their advantages. Under the auspices of an emerging 'informational economy', 32 established economic and political actors have become increasingly attuned to the ways that digitally networked technologies threaten business models and economic rationales based upon the creation, control, and In recent years, debates surrounding IP law have moved increasingly into popular forums and become topics of critical discussion. 33 This politicization of IP law is in line with historic developments, which are replete with theoretical and legal contestation. 34 Historically, the development of Modern, (neo)liberal IP regimes has had two parallel threads. The first is a debate over whether IP is best understood as an extension of an individual's moral rights or whether the rights granted through IP law are utilitarian privileges afforded to the rights holder in order to spur creativity, which will, ultimately, serve the public good.
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This debate revolves around the questions of authorship discussed above; the former position presupposes the author as an individual creating apart from social and cultural influence, whereas the latter conceives of the author as an individual working within social and cultural practices to which she is indebted and to which she contributes.
The second strand that has shaped the development of IP regimes revolves around technology: more specifically, how emerging technologies enable the ability to copy, appropriate, and reproduce works in previously impossible ways. This technological component has been fundamental to the make-up of IP laws since their inception. From this perspective, the first examples of Modern IP, the Venetian patent statutes of 1474 and Britain's Statute of Anne (1710) covering copyright, emerge out of the desire to address emerging technological capabilities to copy, appropriate, and disseminate inventions and creative works in new ways. These Statutes also represent the beginning of an international IP regime. They construct the notion of IP -more specifically, patents and copyright -in terms of an individuated author who is provided with the legal right to determine how his or her works are appropriated and reproduced. The adoption of the printing press in Europe facilitated the emergence of an industry devoted to the reproduction of 'unauthorized' texts, highlighting the interrelated nature of emerging technologies and IP. As English scholar Mark Rose argues:
The institution of copyright is the child of technology. Without printing technology -without the means of multiplying copies of a book more readily and easily than by hand copying of manuscripts -there would be no need for copyright. Anglo-American copyright has its roots in 16th-and 17th-century guild practices that served to preserve order in the book trade and to protect booksellers' investments.
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In the realm of copyright, the enactment of Thus, the interest of individual authors to own and transfer the rights over their works as well as to manage the appropriation and reproduction of texts became a central tenet of IP law. This technological concern has remained a priority throughout subsequent developments of IP law: as technologies have developed and enabled the reproduction of creative works through various media forms, IP law has been adjusted accordingly. Subsequent technologies such as photography, recorded music, radio and video have resulted in changes to IP law in order to maintain the position of rights holders and the individuated author. 38 The moral rights of the individuated author were prioritized in order to ensure that the fruits of one's 'own' labour were legally protected, so that the rights holders were able to profit from their creative works. However, there is another important theory that has undergirded the development of IP law: a balance between the private rights of individual owners and the benefit of the public good through access to knowledge and information.
39 This public-private balance foregrounds an awareness of the relational nature of creativity, by attempting to encourage individuated forms of creativity based upon access to socially disseminated cultural products. Specifically in the American context, IP law developed with a concern for balancing private and public rights. Arguments persisted between those who viewed IP as another form of private property and others who envisioned that access to information and knowledge was a social good. As literature scholar Lewis Hyde describes it:
One side argued that the history of the common law showed that authors and inventors had a natural right to their work, and that like other such rights it should exist in perpetuity; the other side replied that the common law contained no such record, that copyrights and patents 'were merely privileges, which excludes the idea of a right,' that such privileges come from statutes rather than nature and that they could and should be limited in term. 40 This debate was ultimately resolved and intellectual property laws sought to balance the two positions. Authors, inventors and rights holders were afforded a limited-term monopoly over the control of their works, after which these works would enter the public domain where subsequent creators could freely appropriate them. This history of IP reform reveals tension between private and public interests, and how these concerns intersect with conceptions of the author as an individuated being who does her work separate from, or at least with no obligation to, external cultural influences. Under this view, it is the right of authors -and subsequent rights holders -to determine how their works are appropriated and reproduced. Technological innovations have played a central role in these discussions as subsequent technologies have made replication easier, thus threatening the control that rights holders have over the works in question. In particular, digital uses of published content create antagonisms between authors, publishers, and users, 46 with each group seeking to access and control published content for their own benefit.
The debate between private and public interest conceptions of IP centres on the role and nature of the author or creator. The private property perspective, which is largely ingrained in contemporary IP law, presupposes an individuated form of authorship and creativity. 47 The subject and property become intimately intertwined and are inseparable unless transferred elsewhere, as the object 'must become the production of the subject in order for it to be protected by law'.
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The object is only afforded the status and protection of property if it is created by, and can be attributed, to a nameable author. In this way, IP The existing definition of copyright […] presupposes that individuals live in isolation from one another, that the individual is an autonomous unit who creates artistic works and sells them, or permits their sale by others, while ignoring the individual's relationship with others within her community, family, ethnic group, religion -the very social relations out of which and for the benefit of whom the individual's limited monopoly rights are supposed to exist.
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However, the public good notion of intellectual activity points to a more collaborative form of creative action, described above. This perspective asserts that creativity is based upon social relationships and interactions. This collaborative interpretation of creativity demonstrates the interconnected nature of the human subject. Rather than being separated from social interactions, this view recognizes how human subjects, as authors, work within networks of associated beings and ideas. From this relational perspective, creation does not happen in spaces of isolated individual brilliance. Instead, creativity is the result of complex relationships between sources of inspiration. Therefore, the public, or community, plays an integral role in creative activity. Historic debates over the public-private nature of IP law demonstrates the influence that relational forms of creativity have in articulating balanced means for protecting and incentivizing creative endeavours. Although this balanced approach undergirds the historic development of IP regimes, the entrenchment of IP into international trade via the TRIPS Agreement has coincided with a disruption of the public-private balance in favour of models of IP regulation based upon the interests of entrenched industries and the economic rationales of large, IP-trading states. As IP and law scholars Peter Drahos and John Braithwaite demonstrate, the negotiations surrounding an international IP regime governed through the WTO via TRIPS focused on perpetuating the business models of content providers. up to and following the negotiations, lobbyists from the entertainment industry -predominately in the US -worked to advance IP provisions that strengthened the positions of IP rights holders, often at the disservice of emerging creative and innovative industries.
Following the adoption of the TRIPS Agreement, lobbyists for IP rights holders have continued to work and promote the extension of these rights and provisions elsewhere, while simultaneously extending the scope and duration of these rights through so-called TRIPS-plus agreements, which are often conducted at the bilateral or regional level. 52 International trade negotiations work to strengthen the rights afforded to content creators and distributors in order to safeguard their business models against future, technologically facilitated threats and disruptions. These efforts have gone so far that they are increasingly drawing criticism from a disparate group of governments of developing nations, as well as concerned civil society actors. The rationale behind these anti-IP movements lies in a belief that these agreements and their IP provisions represent an overreach based upon the desires of certain corporate industries, which do a disservice to emerging industries and the development of domestic, local, and community-based socioeconomic alternatives.
53 Importantly, the proprietary norms expanded through the international IP regime rest upon the rationale of possessive individualism mentioned above. 54 In doing so, TRIPS-plus IP law further subverts and obscures the relational aspects of creativity in favour of individuated forms of economic growth.
Relational creativity, however, remains an integral component of existing practices and emerging social circumstances. The opposition to further IP expansion from developing and indigenous communities serves to demonstrate this. From the perspective of developing states, the current international IP regime is ill-suited for the needs of countries at disparate levels of socio-economic development. 55 digitally networked technologies continue to enable creative agents to appropriate, combine, and recast cultural texts and ideas.
As the Internet and world-wide web have matured, various technological fixes have been developed to re-introduce forms of artificial scarcity over digital goods. In particular, digital technological protection measures (TPM) techniques are often used to affix so-called digital locks to media files as a way of prescribing, via code, terms of use and access. 64 The blockchain, a distributed ledger for verifying and circulating digital assets such as Bitcoin, is also increasingly used by producers and distributors of digital goods and assets to maintain control over the use and circulation of digital files online, with the promise of providing fair remuneration to artists and creators.
65 These technologies themselves further exemplify the public-private tensions within IP law and the culture industries. TPM and blockchain-based technologies seek to maintain the commercial and financial aspects of cultural texts and works, whether as goods in and of themselves or as assets for creator and/or rights-holder. In particular, TPMs have been added to TRIPS-plus trade agreements requiring signatory countries to prohibit anti-circumvention even when done for legitimate purposes.
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The viability of technological controls such as these remain to be seen, especially in environments outside of the closed systems they depend on. If, for example, this artificial scarcity is lost once a file is transferred into a non-TPM format or a file that can be circulated on the broader world-wide-web. In response to the growing commercialization and prioritization of the Internet and digital content, a host of online activists are working to retain the accessible nature of the digital realm. Anthropologist Christopher Kelty describes the 'open source' software movement as an initiative committed to developing and disseminating digital code and technologies that retain the Internet's open ethos. 67 The open source movement is a reaction against perceived overreach of private ownership over IP, rooted in the belief that an open and accessible Internet benefits from the creative potential of increased collaboration and relational creativity. Others describe open source as 'an oasis of anarchist production'.
68 Rather than 'locking in' content and information via digital code, open source initiatives allow their creative works to be freely accessible so that subsequent programmers can fix problematic elements of the software and create new and improved uses as well as possibilities. Various quasi-legal elements, such as Creative Commons licenses and the GNU General Public License, employ basic IP concepts such as attribution while enabling rights holders to easily and identifiably share their works with like-minded users. While such licenses are based upon the individuated authorship paradigm ingrained in the IP regimes that they are based upon, these tools implicitly recognize the relational nature of creativity by facilitating greater accessibility to knowledge and the creation of derivative works.
The Open Society Institute, a social justice initiative founded by billionaire George Soros, describes the basic tenets of this open and accessible Internet:
By 'open access' […] we mean its free availability on the public internet, permitting any users to read, download, copy, distribute, print, search, or link to the full texts of these articles, crawl them for indexing, pass them as data to software, or use them for any other lawful purpose, without 79 These proprietary practices disrupt the relational nature of academic scholarship by adding financial burdens to access critical research and scholarly texts, which may impair use by other academics and scholars as well as broader communities of interest.
From the dominant IP perspective, the tools and resources that individuals use to orient themselves and engage in creative activity are regarded as market goods that must be purchased and/or licensed accordingly. The public good is subverted in order to privilege private gain, resulting in 'an exploitative situation in which academic authors and the institutions for which they work are paying the costs of publication but losing control over their published works'. 80 In 13 82 Other open access initiatives use online message boards, indexable and searchable hashtags, and so-called shadow libraries to allow users to request and share scholarly texts more easily. 83 For the most part, such open access communities attempt to work alongside -or at least not to openly contradict -existing copyright and IP law; however, a guerrilla open access movement has also developed, which openly confronts the restrictive nature of proprietary scholarly publishing practices by openly flouting copyright and IP law by providing shadow libraries of paywall-protected texts. 84 Regardless of the practices employed to facilitate access, such practices represent a reassertion of the norms of relational creativity necessary to participate in academic research, scholarship, and writing.
Consultant, writer, and entrepreneur Matt Mason has labelled such situations as 'the Pirate's Dilemma'. 85 Mason's work charts the ways in which emerging cultural groups from reggae to disco to punk rock and through to hip-hop have destabilized existing cultural norms by appropriating existing knowledge and information in new ways. The sharing of digital works in explicitly legal or potentially illicit ways, then, is an example of subversive countercultural elements challenging existing norms in the hopes of generating new social alternatives. The challenge for governments and industry is to adapt to and capitalize upon these changing circumstances. The appropriation of countercultural elements to become commodified goods and marketing opportunities throughout all of the musical epochs mentioned above demonstrates the resilience of the capitalist system to incorporate potentially destabilizing elements. In terms of digital disruption, businesses that were slow to adapt to changing technological circumstances during the rise of Napster and other peer-to-peer (p2p) networks have turned to legal and legislative means to ingrain their vested interests and historic business practices. From a socio-legal perspective, the evolution of law to reflect changing circumstances is an expected development. However, by often privileging the interests and business models of existing industry over emerging alternatives as well as social rights based claims, ongoing IP expansion threatens to prevent innovative forms of creativity.
Conclusion: Canada's 'Copyright Pentalogy' and the Affirmation of Fair Dealing
Content-based industries, most noticeably those based in developing countries, are, in part, responding to the social and technological changes facilitated by digital media with increased lobbying campaigns devoted to extending and projecting individuated forms of IP protection globally via trade-based mechanisms. 86 This has caused a global 'ratcheting up' of IP law in terms of breadth and scope. 87 However, as has been explored elsewhere, 88 these primarily economically motivated lobbies overlook the significant social, cultural, and political implications of IP law. IP regimes do not exist in purely economic realms as they enable and constrain access to social and cultural goods that are fundamental for human expression as well as political and cultural life. What is more, subsequent invention and creativity require access to the knowledge produced previously so that it may be refined, reworked, and redeployed. trade agreements has contributed to a chilling effect whereby academic institutions and scholars are wary of asserting their relational creativity by sharing scholarly texts out of the fear of costly litigation and damages from rights holders. 89 Such fears limit the potential of relational creativity and the maintenance of a robust reservoir of knowledge and information for subsequent discovery and creativity.
Legal reform is one potential avenue for embracing the reassertion of relational creativity. Changes to Canada's copyright regime in 2012 demonstrate this: through the SCC's 'copyright pentalogy' of rulings 90 and the changes to Canada's Copyright Act contained in the Copyright Modernization Act, Bill C-11 (Copyright Act), Canada's domestic copyright regime was altered to accommodate more collaborative and open forms of knowledge creation and distribution. Importantly, in rulings on five copyright-related cases, the SCC 'provided an unequivocal affirmation that copyright exceptions such as fair dealing should be treated as users' rights'; 91 and, in Bill C-11 Canada's fair dealing provisions were expanded to include education, parody, and satire. These developments help bring greater clarity to the legal situation in Canada, where the success of a fair dealing argument was relatively uncertain and 'rather than engaging in risky copying activities, authors, publishers, creators, and users chose to, or were advised to, err on the side of caution'. 92 In addition the SCC's rulings helped to affirm fair dealing as not merely exceptions to copyright law but integral components of it. 93 When fair dealing is conceived of as a user's right 94 the attendant permissibility of the appropriation of copyright-protected content helps restore the so-called balance between creators and users -or private and public rights -that IP historically considered. For example, in CCH v. Law Society of Upper Canada, the SCC asserted the importance of users' rights in fair-dealing contexts. 95 Recognizing the existence of rights and obligations for both copyright owners and users, the SCC stated that, 'In order to maintain the proper balance between the rights of a copyright owner and users' interests, [fair dealing] must not be interpreted restrictively' (at Para. 48). In addition, '"research" must be given a large and liberal interpretation in order to ensure that users' rights are not unduly constrained' (at Para. 51).
Similarly, in SOCAN v. Bell Canada, the SCC reaffirmed the central role that fair dealing plays in Canadian copyright law:
One of the tools employed to achieve the proper balance between protection and access in the Act is the concept of fair dealing, which allows users to engage in some activities that might otherwise amount to copyright infringement. In order to maintain the proper balance between these interests, the fair dealing provision 'must not be interpreted restrictively'.
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The SCC's reaffirmation of the importance of fair dealing as well as the changes to the Copyright Act provide greater legal clarity for academic institutions and researchers to employ relational creativity through fair dealing exceptions. The SCC's rulings also stand apart from the rulings of courts in other countries, which 'have typically referred to exceptions to copyright infringements as defences that cannot form the basis of a legal claim'. 97 These developments may also provide greater clarity for Canadian academic institutions and libraries when considering their copyright and acquisition policies: under Canadian copyright law, educational copying will pass the fair dealing 'first stage purposes test' and then will be judged according to the 'second stage six part test' flexibilities regarding legitimate circumvention of TPMs, Canadian law does not reflect this. The Government of Canada is currently reviewing Bill-C11 and Canada's copyright law as part of the legislation's mandated five-year review. Whether any new legislation will affirm fair dealing as an appropriate limitation of TPMs in educational and research situations, at the least, remains to be seen.
Relational creativity, digital technologies, and the open access movement demonstrate the necessity of accounting for the various interests of rights holder and users in scholarly publishing contexts. The SCC's 'pentalogy' of rulings, as well as the expansion of fair dealing exemptions in the Copyright Act work to reaffirm the fundamental importance of allowing for relational creativity alongside copyright protections. Rather than viewing appropriation and inspiration as negative aspects of creativity, the ability of users to build from previously published work -even if copyright protected -serves an integral role in the generation and dissemination of subsequent knowledge and information. Canada's copyright framework and fair dealing provisions are a small step towards recognizing a proper calibration of competing rights and obligations around the 'copy' inherent to both copyright law and digital technologies.
